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). The model advocates expanding the traditional definition of scholarship and research, generally agreed to be based on the work of Humboldt, into four types of scholarship. According to Boyer, traditional research, or the scholarship of discovery, had been the center of academic life and crucial to an institution's advancement, currently dominating global university rankings. However, the original intent of establishing land-grant universities, for example, in the United States, was to build capacity in society to address issues and challenges of public interest and concern. Boyer argued that although these institutions were funded by public taxes, they had been increasingly withdrawing from authentic interaction with the public (i.e. had become "ivory towers"). In other words, scholarship needed to be broadened and made more flexible to include not only the new social and environmental challenges beyond the campus but also the reality of complex, global, multifaceted problems. A more relevant and potentially effective approach embraces the mutually beneficial and reciprocal co-creation and mobilization of knowledge. The proposed categories include: The Faculty of Extension elaborated on this definition by proposing that transforming societal communities and organizations (including the University) into learning communities is scholarly, integrative, transformational, and action-oriented, and equips us all for more effective citizenship that includes social action. We also distinguish between community engaged research and engagement scholarship. The latter is a scholarly discipline identifying, creating, implementing, and evaluating methods and protocols for engaging communities in mutually designed research of benefit to the community. The scholarship -the study and application of the phenomena, processes, pedagogies, policies, and practices of effective university/community engagement -informs, builds capacity in, and is realized in the activities and sites of community-engaged learning, discovery and citizenship. While many scholars in a university may use community-based research methods, not all of them study the phenomena of engagement itself. KC: There definitely is overlap between these concepts and, in fact, "outreach" defined the role and practices of the Faculty of Extension for at least 80 years. Our Faculty was established to "take the University to the people," or translate academic research into practical applications (historically, agriculture) and learning opportunities that were more flexible than degree programs. Our founding President, Henry Marshall Tory, was committed to the idea of equitable access to knowledge for all, so over time our Faculty has led innovation in adult learning, technology-based learning, distributed learning, prior learning assessment, program evaluation, laddering credentials (e.g. non-credit to credit), etc. The intent of this activity was community capacity-building through teaching, research and service that responds to the aspirations and concerns of community members who are external to the "traditional" boundaries of university campuses. The University of Alberta supports numerous engaged scholars in Faculties other than Extension; these individuals may teach, do research in, and serve in many diverse communities. The scholarship of engagement, on the other hand, recasts teaching, research and service as learning, discovery and citizenship. Its purposes are to improve the processes and practices of engaged scholarship and/or to contribute to scholarly and professional understanding of them. Relatively few scholars do this. The democratization of knowledge -its creation, ownership, and mobilization -are at the centre of this domain, whereas in outreach the creation of knowledge (and often ownership) typically belongs to the University and is assessed by a limited community of disciplinary peers. I must note here that in Canada, and in the US as well, as public funding has decreased departments/Faculties like ours have been increasingly pressured to generate revenue for the University; i.e. support the neoliberal rather than social action agenda. KC: I am not sure if you are speaking of the transformation of the academic or scholar, or the impact of this model on professional development in, for example, engineering, law, etc. If you are referring to the "new" engagement scholar, yes, this turn in thinking and practice is beginning to, or at last has the potential to be, profoundly disruptive to the traditional higher education model. However, an enduring problem is the way in which faculty members are evaluated. To support, and reward, engagement scholarship we substantially revised our policies and procedures for tenure and promotion. For example, we acknowledge external research funding and peer-reviewed publications in high impact journals as "inputs" and "outcomes" respectively, but more importantly we want to see the social impact. Of course, that is much harder to define and assess: impact is seen over time, cannot necessarily be attributed to one individual (because engaged scholarship and engagement scholarship require partnerships), it is in the public domain, it does not easily lend itself to metrics, and so on. So, part of engagement scholarship is defining and describing the social return on investment. KC: At the University of Alberta, the Faculty of Extension is an academic unit like every other Faculty, with tenure-stream faculty, graduate programs, etc. We position ourselves as capacitybuilders both inside and outside the University. In a sense, we are also a centre for disruption and innovation; we are inherently interdisciplinary, know how to engage with and meet community needs through sustainable partnerships and programs that, overall, break even, financially. We contribute positively to the University rather than being a site of expense. For example, our base budget is very small and we support our activities, and collaborations with other units, with costrecovery activities, partnerships with other organizations and private industry, and in other ways. We take the risks that other units are not willing to take because we keep innovations controlled in a pilot, evaluate it, develop a business plan, and so on. . This is informing much of our work.
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